This quantitative quasi-experimental study, which followed a pretest-posttest-delayed posttest design, was aimed at investigating the effect of individualized technology-mediated feedback (henceforth, ITMF) on the overall quality of Iranian EFL learners' argumentative essays. The effect of ITMF, as the experimental treatment, was compared with the common written corrective feedback (henceforth, CWCF) strategies as the control treatment. 57 learners, studying at general EFL courses at upper-intermediate level, formed the participants. They were assigned to two groups: ITMF and CWCF, which, in this study, is meant as the pen-and-paper form of direct and indirect feedback. Each group received six sessions of treatment. The writing tasks and tests were all of argumentative type. First, whether there was any significant difference between the ITMF and CWCF in the overall quality of the essays was investigated. The ITMF group significantly outperformed the CWCF one. Then, whether the difference between the groups varied over time was explored, and it was revealed that the ITMF was still significantly superior over the CWCF. Next, whether there would be any significant change in the ITMF in the long term was examined, and no change was seen. The study supports the advocates of screencasting feedback, revision and teacher-learner negotiation following the feedback.
INTRODUCTION
Feedback has been considered a crucial element to the process of learning (K. Hyland, 2009) and in second language (henceforth, L2) writing courses (Ferris, 2014 ) not only for its potential for the development of L2 writing skills, but also for enhancing student motivation (K. Hyland & Hyland, 2006a ). In addition, previous studies have consistently revealed evidence that L2 learners have positive attitudes towards teacher's correction of their written texts and demand the provision of written corrective feedback (henceforth, WCF) (Alkhatib, 2015; Chandler, 2003; Chen, Nassaji, & Liu, 2016; Cohen & Cavalcanti, 1990; Cumming, 1995; Diab, 2005a , 2005b , Ferris, 1995 Ferris & Roberts, 2001; Grami, 2005; Hajian, Farahani, & Shirazi, 2014; Hamouda, 2011; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994 F. Hyland, 1998; Lee, 1997 Lee, , 2004 Leki, 1991; Mahfoodh & Pandian, 2011; Zacharias, 2007) ; on the other hand, many L2 learners have also faced difficulties understanding some of their instructors' comments (Alkhatib, 2015; Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Ferris, 1995; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994; F. Hyland, 2003; Lee, 2008) . Considering the teachers, producing the type of feedback that is not only clear and pre- cise for students to interpret but also efficient and practical enough for the teachers to offer is difficult (Carless, Salter, Yang, & Lam, 2011) . As a result, teachers and researchers have always been concerned about the most effective way of providing feedback to L2 learners' written texts (McMartin-Miller, 2014) .
Besides, Dörnyei (2005) stated that individual differences (henceforth, IDs) are the "consistent predictors of L2 learning success" (p. 6). Regarding the writing skill, as it is a complex process requiring the skillful coordination of both cognitive and linguistic processes and resources (Hayes, 1996; Kellogg, 1996) , it is expected that learners with different cognitive abilities "execute and orchestrate these processes with varying degrees of efficiency and differ in how they learn to write in another language" (Kormos, 2012, p. 390) . In addition, according to Sheen (2011) , "ID variables -such as language aptitude, anxiety, and attitudes towards corrective feedback -influence learners' receptivity to error correction and thus the effectiveness of the feedback" (p. 129); these variables can affect the process of language learning and the subsequent outcomes of language instruction (Sheen, 2011) . Consequently, individual and contextual factors are very important in the debate over the effective-
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ness of the WCF (Chen et al., 2016; Evans, Hartshorn, McCollum, & Wolfersberger, 2010; F. Hyland, 1998 F. Hyland, , 2000 K. Hyland & Hyland, 2006b) ; in brief, the type of feedback that is effective for one student in one setting is less so in another context (K. Hyland & Hyland, 2006a) due to the individual and contextual factors.
For instance, differences in learners' learning styles can either support or inhibit the learners' intentional cognition and active engagement (Katayama, 2007) and thus such differences can strongly contribute to the efficacy of corrective feedback (Cohen, 2012; Ferris, 2010) . If teachers are aware of their students' learning styles, they will be able to apply appropriate techniques that suit the learners' preferences (Leki, 1991) , thereby contributing to improvement in the learners' learning, attitudes, behavior, and motivation (Ferris, 2003) .
Moreover, scholars have rightly emphasized the crucial role of motivation (Bruton, 2009; Ferris, 2010; Guénette, 2007; F. Hyland, 2010; Kormos, 2012; Van Beuningen, 2010) ; for example, Guénette (2007) said, "If the students are not committed to improving their writing skills, they will not improve, no matter what type of corrective feedback is provided." (p. 52) Furthermore, F. Hyland (2003 Hyland ( , 2010 , Van Beuningen (2010) , and Kormos (2012) argued that motivation affects learners' attention devoted to the received feedback and their involvement in required writing tasks.
Additionally, the language learning goals which learners plan to attain contribute importantly to the establishment of attitudes to L2 writing tasks (Kormos, 2012) and both factors of goals and attitudes to writing affect how learners value the L2 writing activity (Manchón, 2011) because they affect the individual's "use of meta-cognitive operations, which can regulate what and how much effort one is willing to make to engage with WCF" (Han & Hyland, 2015, p. 40) , so they are also instrumental in writing-related self-efficacy beliefs (Manchón, 2009) . The feedback that students receive can also affect their self-efficacy beliefs (Kormos, 2012; Manchón, 2009 ).
Given the above-mentioned facts, in order for classroom practice to be effective, "it must be flexible enough to incorporate the preferences and needs of the language learners" (Oladejo, 1993, p. 71) . If the teachers' instructions are catered to the learners' perceived needs, the students will develop a positive attitude toward what they are learning (Oladejo, 1993) because learners' emotional responses (i.e., affective reactions to teacher's WCF) can affect their understanding and utilization of the WCF provided (Mahfoodh, 2017) . Consequently, teachers, whose goal is not simply correcting the errors for the learners, but intend to give formative feedback to help learners "improve learning, to motivate them, and to make them autonomous writers in the long run" (Lee, 2014, p. 208) , have to think carefully before giving feedback (F. Hyland, 2010; Lee, 2013) ; thus, a onesize-fits-all behavior had better not be adopted and the learners' individual needs must be considered (Guénette, 2012; Lee, 2013 Lee, , 2014 .
Moreover, it has been strongly recommended that the learners be actively engaged (Havnes, Smith, Dysthe, & Ludvigsen, 2012 ) and that feedback be provided in a negotiated and interactive manner (Nassaji, 2011; Nicol, 2010) , so that it would become more effective "because in such cases the feedback can become more fine-tuned and adjusted to the learner's level of interlanguage" (Nassaji, 2011, p. 317) ; therefore, the learners will feel more motivated (Katayama, 2007) .
The researchers in this study had all the mentioned issues in mind, but it should be noted that, in real classrooms, it is really difficult to differentiate the feedback for every individual student with varying levels of interest, goal, learning styles, etc.; Ellis and Shintani (2014) also pinpointed this challenge the teachers face; additionally, the high numbers of students in a class can be a barrier to conducting the negotiation (Nicol, 2010) . Despite these, teachers need to come up with a solution to create a supportive context for the learners.
In light of all the above-mentioned issues, and as the researchers in this study intended to adopt an appropriate approach to providing feedback, the use of e-feedback has been noticed in the literature, as a technique which can be highly effective (Ene & Upton, 2014) , especially if it is provided in combination with face-to-face conferencing (Matsumura & Hann, 2004) . Veedback (i.e., feedback prepared by video captures) provides the opportunity for learners to see their work, listen to teachers' recorded comments, watch the written or highlighted points (AbdRahman, Salam, & Yusof, 2014) and correct their essays. Veedback can improve students' writing meaningfully by providing them with more information on their writings in comparison to WCF (Silva, 2012; Thompson & Lee, 2012) ; students can reflect on their writing and revise their texts based on feedback they received, so they will be engaged actively in writing (Cumming, 2015) ; moreover, veedback is easy to understand and by using such feedback different learning styles can be met (Mayer & Moreno, 2003; Silva, 2012; Thompson & Lee, 2012) , so such feedback has been found to be motivating (Henderson & Phillips, 2015) .
Furthermore, some studies have revealed that students found video feedback as more valid and valuable than WCF and had positive attitude towards it (Ali, 2016; Crews & Wilkinson, 2010; Crook et al., 2012; Denton, Madden, Roberts, & Rowe, 2008; Henderson & Phillips, 2015; Jones, Georghiades, & Gunson, 2012) ; for instance, the students in Henderson and Phillips's (2015) study, mentioned that video feedback was individualized, supportive, caring, motivating, clear, detailed, unambiguous, prompting reflection, and thus constructive.
All these inspired the researchers of the current study to employ an approach which consider nearly all the above-mentioned scholarly recommendations. Hence, the technique of ITMF, taking the stated points into consideration, was compared with common CWCF strategies (i.e., pen-and-paper form of direct and indirect WCF). The details of the ITMF are going to be explained in the Procedure Section.
Research Question
This study has addressed the following question:
Is there any significant difference between the ITMF group and CWCF one in the overall quality of their argumentative essays? If so, does the difference between groups vary over time? If one group proves to be superior, will there be any significant change in it in the long term?
Theoretical Background
In the present study, following Lee's (2014) comments, the teacher-researcher attempted to mediate the feedback for the learners in the ITMF group by "directing their attention to the strategies needed to solve their problems in writing" (p. 204) during the interaction she had with the students. Moreover, the students were not passive recipients of feedback; they actively involved in the process, as suggested by Van Beuningen (2010), Nassaji (2011) , and Lee (2014) . By teacher's help, and through the process of negotiation, they were able to understand not only the importance of the writing task and feedback but also their own strengths and weaknesses; they could also learn what to "do to close the gaps (i.e., improve the weaknesses) in their writing" (Lee, 2014, p. 204 ). This view is in line with sociocultural paradigm for providing feedback which focuses on tailoring the feedback to the learners' zone of proximal development (ZPD), through a negotiated and graduated (i.e., adjusted to the level of the individual learner) process so that it would assist learning and also learners to self-correct (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994) ; as a result of this framework, learners have active roles in their learning and they are not passive recipients of feedback and can decide what and how they learn from it (F. Hyland, 1998 Hyland, , 2003 Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010; Van Beuningen, 2010) .
In addition, Vygotsky's sociocultural theory can be applied to CALL (Warschauer, 2005) because according to Vygotsky (1981 , as cited in Warschauer, 2005 , via mediation or the incorporation of tools or mediational means, the entire flow and structure of mental functions will alter; computer can be an example of those meditational means (Warschauer, 2005) . CALL can also provide interactive learning environment in the L2 learning, which is in line with the social learning aspect of the Vygoskyian's theory (Warschauer, Turbee, & Roberts, 1996) .
Moreover, in this study, as an attempt was made to create opportunities for interaction and meaning negotiation, so the learners were provided with not only the input needed for acquiring language but also making the input more comprehensible for the learner, which is consistent with Long's (1996) Interaction Hypothesis. Through such interaction, the comprehensibility of the message (here, feedback) is enhanced (Pica, 1994) .
Furthermore, the interactive learning environment, which is provided by CALL in the L2 learning, is also consistent with Long's (1996) Interaction Hypothesis and Ellis's (1999) perspective of interactionist SLA. According to Chapelle (2005) , interaction in CALL takes place not only in face-to-face conversation between the learners and teacher as well as peers but also electronically over a computer, i.e., between the learner and the computer.
Moreover, the participating students were required to revise their essays after receiving feedback, which is supported by Swain's (1985 Swain's ( , 1995 Output Hypothesis, based on which, if the learners are pushed to produce challenging output, their awareness of linguistic input and gaps is raised and thus their progress towards the target language is facilitated; the effectiveness of noticing the importance of input is also corroborated by Schmidt's (1990 Schmidt's ( , 1995 Schmidt's ( , 2001 ) Noticing Hypothesis.
METHOD

Participants and Groupings
Four intact classes of the Iranians, who were native speakers of Persian and students at upper-intermediate levels at an EFL learning institute, formed the participants of this intensive treatment. The participants were studying the book, entitled Summit 1 (Saslow & Ascher, 2012) . At the outset, there were 63 students, but six learners were absent for the posttest or delayed-posttest, so they were discarded, and totally, 57 participants (31 females and 26 males), ranging from 19 to 38 years old, formed the participants. Two of the classes, as Group 1, were given only the CWCF (i.e., a combination of pen-and-paper form of direct and indirect feedback), and the other two classes were given the ITMF. As a matter of fact, the ITMF group, in the form of a new approach in this study, recieved the experimental treatment, and the CWCF one received the control treatment.
Instrumentation
Three tests were used in each group: a pretest, a posttest, and a delayed-posttest of argumentative essay writing. Moreover, to evaluate the participants' essays, the IELTS Task 2 Writing Band Descriptors was used. Furthermore, the software Camtasia was utilized to provide the video feedback for the ITMF group.
Design and Procedure
Bitchener (2008) stated, "If a post-test is to be a valid measurement of progress, a comparable pre-test needs to be included in the research design." (p. 108). Moreover, if a delayed post-test is included in the design of the study, the validity of the findings will be sustained (Shintani & Ellis, 2013) . Therefore, the present study used a pretest-posttestdelayed-posttest design. Moreover, as recommended by Storch (2010) , this study was conducted in real classrooms "within the context of an instructional program, with ecologically valid writing tasks" (p. 42). Therefore, because the non-random convenience sampling (i.e., intact classes) was used, the study is considered as quasi-experimental. Additionally, as both groups received feedback on their essays, in order to control the effects of the other factors as much as possible (Guénette, 2007; Lalande, 1982; Sheppard, 1992) the same teacher (i.e., the teacher-researcher) taught both groups; the book and writing topics were similar in both groups, as well.
The research was conducted in General English classes; the whole course lasted for 20 sessions (totally ten weeks), and each class lasted for 1 hour and 45 minutes. The focus of the courses was not merely writing, so the teacher-re-searcher had a schedule to do the study, which is indicated in Table 1 .
On first session, the students in both groups wrote an essay of argumentative type, which was used as the pretest. It lasted for 40 minutes. Every week, the students in both groups were required to write an essay of argumentative type at home and hand it in to the teacher. Then, she provided the feedback for each group and offered it. All in all, both groups received six-session treatment. The posttest, which lasted for 40 minutes, was administered on a session in Week 7. Three weeks after administering the posttest, the delayed-posttest was done. Following Bitchener's (2008) comment, the participants were not told when the delayed post-test would be administered in order to eliminate the possibility of any student studying their personal notes or reviewing the video feedback. The teacher-researcher did not want the students to be prepared for the test beforehand.
Procedure in the ITMF Group
The procedure which was applied in the ITMF group is shown in Table 2 .
Some points had better be mentioned: (1) Overall, the steps Jones, et al., (2012) described in their paper about the Screen Capture Digital Video procedure were followed, yet with some modifications. (2) To satisfy the students' different learning styles (Johnson & Cooke, 2016 ) the feedback prepared was audio-visual in conjunction with the written one (i.e., the teacher typed and highlighted the necessary points while explaining them orally in video.). The teacher also opened and showed other relevant files and also inserted relevant links wherever it was needed in students' essays. (3) The learners, at their convenience, could receive the feedback earlier (i.e., before the second session of each week) by email or download it to their memory cards of their smart phones, tablets, or laptops in class on the 2 nd session of each week. This action was taken to overcome the challenge of slow loading time, with which the participants in AbdRahman et al. 's, (2014) and Ali's (2016) studies were faced.
Procedure in the CWCF Group
The procedure which was implemented in the CWCF group is indicated in Table 3 .
Types of Feedback
The feedback provided included a combination of both direct and indirect ones as recommended by Lee (2013) , due to the fact that "different types of errors do not react equally even to the same feedback treatment" (Nassaji, 2011, p. 317) . For grammatical treatable errors, in Ferris's (2001) terms, the indirect feedback was used, by underlining or highlighting the error and giving the learners clues because such feedback makes the learners be more active and take responsibility for their learning and progress (Ashwell, 2000; Ellis, 2010; Ferris, 2001 Ferris, , 2006 F. Hyland, 2001; Lalande, 1982; Lee, 1997 Lee, , 2013 Saito, 1994) given that the participants were upper-intermediate learners for whom offering the indirect feedback would be appropriate (Ellis, 2009a) . Direct feedback was offered to untreatable errors as they could be difficult for the learners to self-correct these errors (Ferris, 2001 ).
The provided feedback was unfocused or comprehensive which is the most widely used type of feedback by teachers (Ferris, 2006; Guénette, 2012; Lee, 2004 Lee, , 2008 Van Beuningen, 2010 ) and liked by the students in some previous studies (e.g. Lee, 2005; Leki, 1991; Oladejo, 1993) , so the unfocused feedback is more ecologically valid than the fo- 
Treatment Period Procedure
Week 1 Session 1 After administering the pretest, the students received the first assignment. They were required to write an essay of argumentative type at home using MS word processor and emailed it to the teacher.
Session 2
The students received the video feedback. The participants were required to watch the video, revise their essays at home and be prepared for follow-up negotiation in next class.
Week 2 Session 1
The follow-up negotiation, which generally lasted for 45 to 50 minutes, took place. The teacher checked the students' revisions. The students could ask either their friends or the teacher their questions to clarify any ambiguity. Afterwards, the learners were given the second essay topic to write at home and emailed it to the teacher.
Session 2
The same procedure as Session 2 of Week 1 was applied.
Weeks 3, 4, 5, 6 Sessions 1 & 2 The same procedure was implemented.
cused one. Additionally, the unfocused feedback is also concerned with the writing as a whole rather than the writing as a way of practicing grammar (Bruton, 2009; Van Beuningen, 2010) , which was the aim of the researchers in the current study. Therefore, the comprehensive feedback serves the need for more authentic CF methodologies, which focus "on the accurate production of all aspects of writing, simultaneously" (Hartshorn et al., 2010, p. 89) . In addition, in case the learners commit a range of written errors, "a limited CF focus does not address the need to individualize feedback according to students' different strengths and weaknesses" (Ferris, 2010, p. 192) . Moreover, as the participants were the upper-intermediate ones, the unfocused WCF could be useful for them (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012) . To consider the learners' behavioral engagement with the feedback (Ellis, 2010; Van Beuningen, 2010) and also hold them accountable for their learning (Guénette, 2012) , they were required to revise their essays based on the teacher's feedback. In addition, revision and editing of the written texts after receiving feedback can be a helpful and perhaps necessary intermediate step toward the long-term acquisition of a specific feature (Ferris, 2004 (Ferris, , 2010 Guénette, 2012; Sachs & Polio, 2007) .
The combination of feedback provision and classroom discussions was found to be effective in several previous studies (Goldstein & Conrad, 1990; Lee, 2013; Nassaji, 2011; Nicol, 2010; Williams & Severino, 2004) and liked by students (Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994) , so in the present study, like the one done by Han and Hyland (2015) , the students had the opportunity for classroom negotiation with their teacher and peers to clarify their misunderstandings and correct their errors, which would increase the potential for extending the ZPD of the learners and assisting them in learning. In addition, because the process of revision is not simple (Guénette, 2012) and the skill of self-editing must be taught and practiced (Bitchener & Ferris, 2012; Ferris, 1995) , the learners were taught and assisted to complete the process during the interaction.
Moreover, as recommended by Van Beuningen (2010), Lee (2013) , as well as Han and Hyland (2015) , two of the learning strategies that facilitate the processing of the feedback and help the learners improve their writing ability were also considered. First, as recommended by Lee (2013) and proved by Soltanpour and Valizadeh, (2017) the learners in both groups were required to write their essays in word-processor and use the feedback provided by it; in addition, the participants were told to keep a reflective notebook to take notes of their errors and review them during the revision process. Keeping an error book was recommended by F. Hyland (2003) and Ellis (2009b) ; the effectiveness of keeping personal reflective notes was also suggested by Guénette (2012) and proved by Suzuki (2012) as well as Soltanpour and Valizadeh (2017) .
The Scoring Procedure
In order to prevent the possibility of the researcher's bias and considering the rater reliability (Mackey & Gass, 2005) , two raters, who were IELTS instructors and examiners, evaluated each essay independently, and the final score was the average score of the two raters.
ANALYSES AND RESULTS
Inter-rater Reliability
To assess the inter-rater reliability of the tests in the study, Cronbach alpha coefficient was utilized. Table 4 shows the results. Table 4 indicates good and acceptable reliability indices.
The Normality Tests
The assumption of normality was examined through both the graphic of histogram and the numerical way recommended by Larson-Hall (2010) ; the ratio of skewedness and kurtosis over their respective standard errors, as well as the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and the Shapiro-Wilk tests were utilized as the numerical way of assessing the normality (Field, 2013; Larson-Hall, 2010) . No tests of both groups enjoyed normal distribution as indicated by histograms and the mentioned numerical tests; the outcomes of skewness and kurtosis were not within the ranges of +/-1.96 (Field, 2013) ; The found Sig. values on the Kolmogorov-Smirnov and the Sha- 
Session 2
The students received the first assignment. They were required to write an essay of argumentative type at home using MS word processor, print it and hand it in for next session in class.
Week 2 Session 1
The teacher got the papers to provide the feedback on it.
Session 2
The teacher returned the corrected essays and gave the learners the second essay topic to write at home and hand it in.
Weeks 3, 4, 5 Sessions 1 & 2 The same procedure was followed.
Week 6 Session 1
The teacher got the 5 th essay, but gave no more essay writing assignment.
Session 2
The teacher returned the corrected essays.
piro-Wilk tests were less than.05. As a result, the relevant non-parametric tests were used to find the answers to the research questions.
Ensuring the Homogeneity of the Groups
A Mann-Whitney U test was run to compare the pretests in CWCF and ITMF groups to find out whether the groups were homogeneous in their overall writing performance. The test revealed no significant difference between them (CWCF Group: (Md = 5.00)), (ITMF Group (Md = 5.00), U = 401.00, z = -.095, p =.92 >.05; however, it represented a very small effect (r = -.01) based on Cohen (1988 , as cited in Pallant, 2013 .
Findings of the Research Questions
First, the Mann-Whitney U Test, which was run to compare the posttests in CWCF and ITMF groups, revealed a significant difference in the overall quality of the groups' argumentative essays (CWCF Group: (Md = 6.00)), (ITMF Group (Md = 7.00), U = 123.000, z = -4.735, p =.000, r = -.62. The median scores showed that the ITMF outperformed the CWCF and the found effect size was large, based on Cohen (1988 , as cited in Pallant, 2013 . Then, another Mann-Whitney U Test was run to compare the delayed-posttests in CWCF and ITMF groups to find out whether or not the found difference between groups vary over time. The test indicated that the two groups were still significantly different and the ITMF was still superior in their overall quality of their argumentative essays (CWCF Group: (Md = 6.00)), (ITMF Group (Md = 7.00), U = 113.500, z = -4.957, p =.000, r = -.65. The median scores also showed no change. Additionally, a large effect size was found.
Finally, because the ITMF was found to be superior in their overall quality of their essays, a Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test was run to compare the posttest and delayed-posttest of this group to reveal whether or not there would be any significant change in it in the long term. The test showed no significant difference: z = -1.41, p =.15; the median scores indicated no change (Md = 7.00); however, the calculation of the effect size represented below medium effect size (r = -.26).
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The superiority of ITMF over the CWCF, which was found in this study, can be attributed to several issues because several techniques collaborated, so the ITMF has yielded this positive result. The mentioned factors will be explained in the following paragraphs.
To begin with, with regard to the effect of the screencast video feedback on improving students' overall writing performance, the findings of this study are congruent with other research done into this issue (Ali, 2016; Cumming, 2015; Liou & Peng, 2009; Parton, Crain-Dorough, & Hancock, 2010) and support the scholars who recommend using screencasting technology (Cranny, 2016; Jones et al., 2012; Séror, 2012; Thompson & Lee, 2012) .
The findings can also be considered as consistent with the beliefs on the effectiveness of encouraging the learners to use learning strategies of keeping an error book or personal reflective notes, which facilitate the processing of the feedback and help the learners improve their writing ability (Guénette, 2012; Han & Hyland, 2015; F. Hyland, 2003; Lee, 2013; Soltanpour & Valizadeh, 2017; Suzuki, 2012; Van Beuningen, 2010) .
Additionally, the findings corroborate the belief that if the learners' differences, such as their different needs and learning styles, are satisfied by the utilized educational technique in the classroom, such as the video feedback in the present study, beneficial effects will be exerted (Afrilyasanti, Cahyono, & Astuti, 2016; Chen et al., 2016; Cohen, 2012; Dörnyei, 2005; Evans et al., 2010; Ferris, 2010; F. Hyland, 1998 F. Hyland, , 2000 K. Hyland & Hyland, 2006b; Johnson & Cooke, 2016; Katayama, 2007; Leki, 1991; Mayer & Moreno, 2003; Oladejo, 1993; Silva, 2012; Thompson & Lee, 2012) .
Furthermore, what has been found supports the effectiveness of actively engaging the learners, so that they would not be the passive recipients of the feedback, rather they undertake responsibility for their learning (Ashwell, 2000; Baepler, Walker, & Driessen, 2014; Basal, 2015; Davies, Dean, & Ball, 2013; Ellis, 2010; Ferris, 2001 Ferris, , 2006 Guénette, 2012; Havnes et al., 2012; F. Hyland, 2001; Lalande, 1982; Lee, 1997 Lee, , 2013 Muldrow, 2013; O'Flaherty & Phillips, 2015; Saito, 1994) . As an example, the effectiveness of revision assignment can be mentioned, which is consistent with Swain's (1985 Swain's ( , 1995 Output Hypothesis; associating this hypothesis with the current study's conditions and results, it can be stated that in this study, the learners were pushed to produce challenging output, so their awareness of linguistic input and gaps was raised and thus their progress towards the target language was facilitated. In addition, the effectiveness of noticing the importance of input in promoting linguistic processing in learners' L2 development is also corroborated by Schmidt's (1990 Schmidt's ( , 1995 Schmidt's ( , 2001 ) Noticing Hypothesis and some other scholars such as Tomlin and Villa (1994) as well as Robinson (1995) ; the revision requirement, therefore, which is strongly recommended by several scholars (e.g., Ellis, 2010; Ferris, 2004 Ferris, , 2010 Guénette, 2012; Sachs & Polio, 2007) as a helpful and perhaps necessary intermediate step toward the long-term acquisition of a specific feature (Ferris, 2004 (Ferris, , 2010 Guénette, 2012; Sachs & Polio, 2007) , proved to be helpful in the present study.
Moreover, the findings prove the effectiveness of teacher-learner interaction and face-to-face negotiation relevant to the feedback to reduce the misunderstandings, as is in line with Long's (1996) Interaction Hypothesis and highly recommended by several scholars (Conrad & Goldstein, 1999; Han & Hyland, 2015; Hedgcock & Lefkowitz, 1994; K. Hyland, 2009; Lee, 2013; Matsumura & Hann, 2004; Nassaji, 2011; Nicol, 2010; Pica, 1994; Williams & Severino, 2004) . Through the process of negotiation, the participants in the ITMF group were able to understand not only the importance of the writing task and feedback but also their own strengths and weaknesses; they could also learn what to "do to close the gaps (i.e., improve the weaknesses) in their writing" (Lee, 2014, p. 204 ). This view is corroborated with the sociocultural paradigm for providing feedback which focuses on tailoring the feedback to the learners' ZPD, through a negotiated and graduated (i.e., adjusted to the level of the individual learner) process so that it would assist learning and also learners to self-correct (Aljaafreh & Lantolf, 1994 ).
In conclusion, it can be said that through the ITMF, both cognitive apprenticeship and scaffolding occurred; like what Nyikos and Hashimoto (1997) explained, in this study, the students were engaged in reflective thinking and were required to monitor their performance. The responsibility for learning was mainly on the learner, but the teacher, also as the more knowledgeable person, had the responsibility of offering the learner support to facilitate the process of learning because as Benko (2012) stated, scaffolding is essential for tasks which are beyond students' independent language abilities. Moreover, the different functions of interactional modifications, such as providing a condition for the learners to receive comprehensible input, produce modified output, and notice the gaps in their knowledge could help them restructure their interlanguages (Mackey, 2012) .
DELIMITATION OF THIS STUDY AND SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH
As the concluding remarks, three points need to be mentioned:
First, it should be noted that this research was conducted in general English classes where the learners study all the skills, not just writing, so the results may not necessarily be generalizable to the context of advanced writing classes and students who attend them; despite this, the essay writing lecturers and instructors are highly recommended trying this technique not only in their classes but also as a replication study in their own context. Next, as it was mentioned before, revision following feedback has been highly recommended (Ferris, 2004 (Ferris, , 2010 Guénette, 2012; Sachs & Polio, 2007) and also proved to be beneficial (Chandler, 2003; Van Beuningen, De Jong, & Kuiken, 2012) . Nevertheless, as Shintani and Ellis (2015) claimed, it is also possible that feedback can be effective even if there is no opportunity to revise albeit on the condition that learners are required to pay attention to and process the corrections they have been provided with. Therefore, another study can be done considering this point. ITMF can be provided under the condition of either just paying attention to the corrections without revision requirement or being required to revise the texts after receiving the feedback.
Finally, a qualitative study is crucial to investigate the students' attitudes and expectations towards the purpose and value of the ITMF with the aims of first, exploring their attitudinal engagement, which was recommended by Ellis (2010) , and second, finding out some information about their individual differences (IDs) via analyzing their statements in order to understand how they can be helped to do the writing task better (K. Hyland, 2009 ) because the IDs in behavioral engagement with the feedback were already proved (Ferris, Liu, Sinha, & Senna, 2013; Han & Hyland, 2015; F. Hyland, 2003; Storch & Wigglesworth, 2010) . Moreover, to consider the dynamics of the affective engagement with the treatment, the investigation of the learners' attitudes had better be done not only during the treatment period of the study but also after finishing it because based on F. Hyland (2003) , Storch and Wigglesworth (2010) , , as well as Han and Hyland (2015) , the learners emotional reactions to the received treatment may change during the study.
